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PROPOSITION  NO.  1-A 


CONSTITUTIONAL  REVISION 


ACA  13,  Res.  Ch.  139,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 
Also  ratifies  Ch.  163,  1966 


State  Cost:  Added  cost  of  legislative  salary  increases  is  $600,000  for 
1966-67  and  $1,200,000  annually  thereafter.  The  cost  of 
substituting  annual  general  sessions  for  the  existing 
alternate  general  and  budget  sessions  can  be  regarded  as 
added  cost  only  in  relation  to  what  the  Governor  and  the 
Legislature  might  otherwise  do  in  convening  and  adjourning 
special  sessions.  In  view  of  the  existing  constitutional 
provision  for  unlimited  special  sessions  and  the  present 
trend  toward  greater  use  of  the  special  sessions,  the 
provision  for  annual  general  sessions  is  regarded  as 
involving  a  contingent  cost  but  not  a  direct  cost  increase 
of  state  government.  Ignoring  special  sessions  as  a  factor, 
under  normal  duration  periods,  the  difference  between  the 
cost  of  budget  sessions  and  general  sessions  is  in  the  range 
of  $1,000,000  and  $1,800,000. 

This  proposition  provides  for  the  repeal,  renumbering,  amendment 
and  addition  of  certain  sections  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of 
Calif ornia„  These  changes  deal  with  the  legislative,  executive  and 
judicial  branches  of  state  government  and  by  a  codifying  action  shifts,  by 
renumbering ,  sections  concerning  the  fiscal  control  aspects  of  state  govern¬ 
ment  to  Article  XIII,  titled  "Revenue  and  Taxation." 

The  substantive  changes  encompassed  in  this  measure  are: 

1.  Provides  that  the  Legislature  shall  convene  in  a  regular  session 
of  unspecified  duration  annually  with  no  restriction  upon  subject  matter  to 
be  considered. 

2.  Provides  that  the  compensation  and  reimbursement  for  travel  and 
expenses  of  legislators  shall  be  prescribed  by  statute  with  limits  on  any 
salary  increase  that  it  shall  not  exceed  5  percent  per  year  since  the  last 
adjustment  from  the  base  salary  established  by  the  existing  statute  (see  3 
below).  Any  adjustment  may  not  apply  until  the  regular  session  following 
the  next  general  election. 


1- 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2019  with  funding  from 
Stanford  University  Law  School  Library 


https  ://arch  i  ve .  o  rg/detai  Is/su  m  maryof  bal  lotpOOcal  i_0 


3.  Ratifies  the  provisions  of  Ch.  163,  1966,  (AB  173,  1st  Ex.  Sess.) 

which : 

a.  Sets  legislators'  salaries  at  $16,000  a  year  commencing  with 
the  1967  session. 

b.  Fixes  the  reimbursement  for  living  expenses  at  rates  established 
by  the  Board  of  Control  for  other  state  officials. 

c.  Provides  for  reimbursement  for  travel  at  common  carrier  rates 
when  such  means  of  travel  is  feasible,  otherwise  at  15  cents  per 
mile.  There  are  no  added  costs  to  these  latter  two  provisions 
and  presumed  savings  over  existing  practices. 

d.  Establishes  a  "code  of  ethics"  to  govern  activities  of  legislators 
and  legislative  employees  as  related  to  conflict  of  interest  and 
further  provides  for  establishment  of  a  joint  legislative 
committee  to  administer  the  code. 

e.  Provides  that  retirement  allowance  of  legislators  whose  service 
ends  before  term  starting  in  1967  shall  be  on  basis  of  salary 
of  $500  per  month  without  regard  to  salary  increases. 

f.  Provides  that  the  maximum  retirement  pay  of  legislators  or  their 
survivors  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  pay  at  time  of 
retirement  plus  cost-of-living  increases  following  retirement. 

Cost  of  living  already  applied  to  existing  members  on  the  current 
$500  salary  would  be  retained  by  such  members. 

U.  Provides  that  the  Legislature  shall  enact  laws  to  prohibit  its 
members  from  engaging  in  activities  which  conflict  with  proper  discharge  of 
their  duties. 
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5*  Limits  retirement  pay  of  legislators  to  formula  based  on  pay 
at  which  they  served  as  members  (excluding  possible  higher  salary  as 
nonlegislative  employee)  plus  cost-of-living  increases  which  may  be  granted 
after  retirement.  While  there  will  be  no  immediate  increase  in  retirement 
benefit  costs  of  legislators,  these  costs  will  begin  to  reflect  the  annual 
salary  increases  in  about  four  years  but  it  is  estimated  the  full  effect 
will  not  be  realized  for  10  to  15  years,  at  which  time  it  might  reach 
$300,000. 

6.  Provides  and  expresses  the  legislative  intent  in  respect  to  the 
constitutional  amendment  contained  in  Proposition  No.  6,  which  provides 
for  a  five-day  veto  session  to  reconvene  following  a  30-  to  37-day  recess 
after  each  120-day  general  session,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  remove  any 
conflict  in  the  event  both  measures  are  approved  by  the  voters. 

PROPOSITION  NO.  1 
PUBLIC  RETIREMENT  FUNDS 
ACA  57,  Res.  Ch.  160,  1965 

State  Cost:  Some  increase  in  administrative  costs,  estimated  at  $50,000 
annually,  to  be  more  than  offset  by  increased  investment 
earnings  to  the  retirement  funds.  To  the  extent  that  retire¬ 
ment  investment  earnings  are  increased,  there  would  be  a 
corresponding  reduction  in  both  state  and  employee  contri¬ 
butions  to  the  system. 

Proposition  No.  1  provides  that  the  Legislature  may  authorize  the 
investment  of  monies  of  any  public  pension  or  retirement  fund,  other  than 
the  State  Teachers'  Retirement  Fund,  in  the  common  stock  or  shares  of  any 
corporation  with  the  following  limitations: 
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1.  Such  stock  investments  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  the  total 
retirement  fund, 

2o  Such  investment  not  to  exceed  5  percent  of  the  assets  of  the 
corporation- 

3.  The  stock  must  be  registered  on  a  national  securities  exchange, 
as  provided  in  the  "Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934",  with  some  exceptions- 

4-  Such  corporation  must  have  total  assets  of  at  least  $100  million. 

5-  Such  corporation  shall  have  paid  a  cash  dividend  on  its  common 
stock  in  at  least  eight  of  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  date  of  invest¬ 
ment- 

6-  Such  investment  in  any  one  company  may  not  exceed  5  percent  of 
the  common  stock  shares  outstanding. 

7.  No  single  common  stock  investment  may  exceed  2  percent  of  the 
assets  of  the  fund,  based  on  cost. 

On  the  basis  of  independent  studies  made  by  private  firms,  it  is 
estimated  that  if  authorization  for  the  investment  of  common  stocks  were 
granted  to  the  State  Employees'  Retirement  System,  the  state  and  employee 
contributions  to  the  retirement  fund  could  be  lowered  reflecting  an  increase 
in  the  average  investment  yield  of  the  Employees’  Retirement  Fund.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  increase  in  average  investment  yield  would  ultimately 
be  one -half  of  one  percent. 

We  have  estimated  the  increased  administrative  expense  at  approxi¬ 
mately  $50,000  annually  from  the  Employees'  Retirement  Fund. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  2 


STATE  HIGHER  EDUCATION  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM  BOND  ACT  OF  1966 

Ch.  156,  19 66  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  Approximately  $368  million,  based  upon  payment  of  principal 
and  four  percent  interest  for  general  obligation  bonds 
outstanding  up  to  25  years. 

This  Act  calls  for  a  special  election  consolidated  with  the  general 
election  of  November  1966,  for  submitting  to  the  electors  a  proposal  to 
approve  issuance  of  state  general  obligation  bonds  up  to  $230  million  and 
expenditure  of  the  proceeds  for  higher  education  capital  outlay  needs  of 
the  University  of  California  and  the  California  State  Colleges. 

Prior  state  construction  bond  authorizations  have  been  used  to 
finance  junior  college  and  other  state  institutional  capital  outlay  needs 
as  well  as  the  needs  of  the  University  and  state  colleges.  They  have  been 
as  follows: 


November 

1955 

$200  million 

November 

1958 

$200  million 

November 

1962 

$270  million* 

November 

1964 

$380  million** 

*  $20  million  minimum  specified  for  public 

junior  colleges. 

**  $50  million  minimum  specified  for  public 

junior  colleges. 

Approximately  $86  million  of  the  1964  bond  authorization  remained 
available  for  appropriation  in  19 66,  of  which  $28  million  is  earmarked  for 
junior  colleges.  Assuming  the  remaining  $58  million  is  to  be  earmarked  for 
institutional  needs  other  than  higher  education,  the  $230  million  proposed 
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by  the  State  Higher  Education  Construction  Program  Bond  Act  of  1966  is 
required  to  finance  the  Budget  Act  of  1966  capital  outlay  appropriations 
for  the  University  and  state  colleges.  The  Budget  Act  of  19 66  appropriated 
$66,366,900  for  the  university  program  and  $65,693*935  for  the  state  college 
program.  This  total  of  $132,060,835  subtracted  from  the  $230  million  proposed 
bond  issue  leaves  approximately  $92  million  that  would  be  available  for 
subsequent  appropriation. 

The  1966  appropriations  include  $12  million  for  site  acquisition  for 
new  state  colleges.  Most  of  the  remaining  amount  appropriated  will  be  used 
to  construct  and  equip  classroom  and  laboratory  facilities. 

Although  the  Budget  Act  of  1966  appropriates  $132  million  from  bond 
funds  against  a  current  availability  of  $58  million,  the  integrity  of  the 
appropriations  is  protected  by  Section  18.4  of  the  Budget  Act  which  provides 
that  prior  to  November  8,  1966,  no  expenditures  can  be  made  from  these 
appropriations  except  for  amounts  for  allocation  to  the  junior  colleges  and 
"amounts  deemed  necessary  by  the  Director  of  Finance  to  meet  actual  timing 
problems  and  other  needs  of  an  urgency  nature..."  As  of  September  13,  1966, 
the  Director  of  Finance  has  approved  expenditures  in  the  amount  of  $17,281,076. 
The  section  further  provides  that  if  the  Higher  Education  Bond  Act  of  1966 
is  disapproved  by  the  voters  no  expenditure  may  be  made  from  these  appropri¬ 
ations  after  November  8,  1966,  except  for  allocations  to  junior  colleges. 

On  the  table  which  follows  there  is  shown  the  projected  debt  service 
requirements  as  of  June  30,  1966,  with  respect  to  state  construction  bonds 
authorized  and  sold  as  of  that  date  and  the  estimated  total  including  the 
$230  million  proposed  in  Proposition  No.  2. 
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PROJECTED  DEBT  SERVICE  ON  STATE  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM  BONDS 


4 

(including  effect  of  proposed  $230  million  in  new  bonds 
if  approved  by  the  electorate  on  November  Ballot) 

(in  thousands) 


Projected 

Total 

Debt  Service 

Debt  Service  on 

Bonds  outstanding, 
as  of  6-30-66  4— 

Debt  Service  on 
Projected 

Bond  Sales  , 
after  6-30-666^- 

1966-67 

$  51,982 

$  48,582 

$  3,400 

1967-68 

65,170 

54,970 

10,200 

1968-69 

74,730 

54,108 

20,622 

1969-70 

80,697 

53,270 

27,427 

1970-71 

82,563 

52,835 

29,728 

1971-72 

81,398 

52,192 

29,206 

1972-73 

80,809 

52,153 

28,656 

1973-74 

80,109 

51,351 

28,758 

1974-75 

79,476 

50,642 

28,834 

1975-76 

78,925 

50,351 

28,574 

1976-77 

77,770 

49,815 

27,955 

1977-78 

77,174 

49,838 

27,336 

1978-79 

76,392 

49,022 

27,370 

1979-80 

75,577 

48,201 

27,376 

1980-81 

74,818 

47,770 

27,048 

1981-82 

73,462 

47,102 

26,360 

1982-83 

72,671 

46,999 

25,672 

1983 -84 

71,699 

46,062 

25,637 

198I+-85 

68,129 

42,555 

25,574 

1985-86 

59,496 

34,318 

25,178 

1986-87 

58,316 

33,895 

24,421 

1987-88 

55,240 

31,576 

23,664 

1988-89 

49,530 

25,970 

23,560 

1989-90 

46,335 

' 22,906 

23,429 

1990-91 

42, 8& 

19,919 

22,963 

1991-92 

34,351 

12,213 

22,138 

1992-93 

21,312 

- 

21,312 

1993-94 

12,653 

- 

12,653 

1994-95 

4,320 

-  -r 

4,320 

Total 

$  1,807,986 

$  1,128,615 

$  679,371 

Debt  Service 

1966-67  to 

1994-95 

/l  Assumes  authorization  of  new  bonds  in  November  19 66  totaling  $230  million 
and  bond  sales  of  $170  million  in  1966-67,  $170  million  in  1967-68  and 
$90  million  in  1968-69°  Average  interest  cost  of  *4-  percent  assumed  on 
projected  bond  sales . 

/2  State  Construction  Program  Bonds  outstanding  on  June  30,  1966  totaled 
$7880 2  million. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  3 


OPEN  SPACE  CONSERVATION 
SCA  Res.  Ch.  104,  19 66  1st  Ex.  Sess . 


State  Cost:  No  direct  state  cost.  Could  result  in  lower  assessed 

valuations  on  open  space  lands  and  consequent  shifts  in 
local  property  tax  burdens,  with  possible  implications 
as  to  state  assistance  for  tax  loss. 

This  constitutional  amendment  would  empower  the  Legislature  to  define 
"open  space  lands"  for  the  purpose  of  determining  local  property  tax  assessments. 
If  such  lands  were  so  defined  and  subject  to  enforceable  restrictions  as  to 
their  use  solely  for  recreation,  the  enjoyment  of  scenic  beauty,  the  use  of 
natural  resources,  or  the  production  of  food  or  fiber,  then  such  lands  shall 
be  valued  only  on  the  basis  of  their  restricted  use  rather  than  on  the  basis 
of  their  "highest  and  best  use." 


PROPOSITION  NO.  4 
INDEBTEDNESS  OF  LOCAL  AGENCIES 
ACA  1,  Ch.  26,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 


State  Cost:  To  the  extent  that  any  school  districts  receive  loans  under 

the  60  percent  voter  approval  requirement  that  would  have 
failed  under  the  66- 2/3  percent  requirement,  there  will  be 
some  but  an  undetermined  long-range  cost  to  the  State  School 
Building  Aid  Fund. 

Proposition  No.  4  amends  Section  18  of  Article  XI  of  the  California 
Constitution  relating  to  the  voter  majorities  necessary  to  approve  indebted¬ 
ness  in  districts  authorized  to  maintain  public  libraries  and  public  entities 
authorized  to  incur  indebtedness  or  liability  for  public  school  purposes . 
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Existing  law  states  that  a  66-2/3  percent  favorable  majority  of  those  electors 
voting  on  the  issue  of  indebtedness  is  required  for  approval.  Proposition 
No.  4  changes  this  requirement  to  a  favorable  vote  of  60  percent  of  those 
electors  voting  on  the  issue  provided  the  election  is  held  concurrently  with 
a  statewide  primary  or  general  election. 

Proposition  No.  4  resulted  from  Assembly  Constitutional  Amendment 
No.  1  passed  at  the  19 66  First  Extraordinary  Session  of  the  Legislature. 

ACA  1  replaced  ACA  8  (Res.  Ch.  l8l,  1965)  which  stated  that  the  voter  majority 
necessary  to  approve  indebtedness  in  school  and  library  districts  was  reduced 
from  66-2/3  percent  to  60  percent  of  those  electors  voting  at  the  election 
rather  than  those  voting  on  the  proposition  itself.  Inadvertently,  the 
earlier  of  the  two  acts  would  have  made  passage  of  such  issues  more  difficult 
due  to  the  fact  that  not  all  of  the  persons  voting  in  the  election  vote  on 
the  issue  of  indebtedness.  ACA  1  facilitates  passage  of  such  issues  and 
clarifies  the  intent  of  the  Legislature.  ACA  8  was  never  voted  upon  by  the 
electors  of  the  state  because  it  was  passed  by  the  Legislature  in  1965  when 
there  was  neither  a  primary  nor  a  general  election.  It  was  repealed  by 
AB  138  (Ch.  57,  19 66  1st  Ex.  Sess.).  Had  it  not  been  repealed  and  replaced 
with  ACA  1,  the  first  opportunity  it  would  have  had  for  approval  or  dis¬ 
approval  by  the  voters  would  have  been  the  1966  general  election. 

In  addition  to  ACA  1,  there  is  also  enabling  legislation  which  amends 
various  sections  of  the  Education  and  Government  Codes  so  they  will  conform 
with  the  provisions  of  the  constitutional  amendment.  This  legislation  is 
AB  36  (Ch.  51>  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess.)  which  replaced  AB  152  (Ch.  795  >  1965)* 
Chapter  51  will  go  into  effect  only  if  ACA  1  is  approved  by  the  state's 
electors  at  the  November  8,  19 66,  general  election. 
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It  is  probable  that  Proposition  No.  4  will  result  in  some  long-range 
costs  to  the  State  School  Building  Aid  Program.  In  order  to  qualify  for 
assistance  under  the  program,  school  districts  are  required  to  pass  bonds 
equal  in  value  to  95  percent  of  5  percent  of  their  assessed  valuation.  If 
Proposition  No.  4  passes,  it  will  be  easier  to  receive  a  favorable  vote  on 
the  assumption  of  this  indebtedness  and,  consequently,  easier  for  some  school 
districts  to  enter  the  state  aid  program.  Inasmuch  as  the  school  districts 
are  currently  repaying  between  35  and.  40  percent  of  the  state  loans  made  to 
them  from  bond  funds,  we  may  assume  that  state  costs  in  the  future  will  be 
equal  to  between  60  and  65  percent  of  the  loans  made  to  school  districts 
which  would  not  have  entered  the  program  had  Proposition  No.  4  failed. 

Although  it  is  not  possible  to  estimate  this  cost  precisely,  it  is  doubtful 
that  it  will  exceed  $500,000  per  year. 

There  will  also  be  some  long-range  costs  to  local  school  and  library 
districts  due  to  the  relaxation  of  the  requirements  for  approval  of  indebted¬ 
ness.  These  costs  will  probably  be  in  the  millions  of  dollars  but,  like 
those  for  State  School  Building  Aid,  are  impossible  to  predict  accurately. 

PROPOSITION  NO.  5 

PROPERTY  TAXATION.  RELIEF  IN  EVENT  07  DISASTER. 

ACA  8,  Res.  Ch.  130,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  None.  Possible  decrease  in  local  assessed  valuation  and 

property  tax  revenues . 

Currently,  Article  XIII,  Section  2.8  of  the  Constitution  permits  local 
reassessment,  upon  the  Legislature’s  authorization,  of  taxable  property  damaged 
or  destroyed  after  the  lien  date  by  fire,  flood,  earthquake  or  other  Act  of  God, 
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if  such  property  is  located  in  an  area  later  designated  a  disaster  area  by 
the  Governor.  This  amendment  broadens  the  definition  of  a  disaster  area  by 
substituting  damage  caused  ,fby  a  major  misfortune  or  calamity";  for  that 
caused  by  fire,  flood,  earthquake  or  other  Act  of  God  and  thus  would  include 
property  located  in  disaster  areas  resulting  from  such  occurrences  as  riots. 

The  extent  of  the  loss  of  local  assessed  valuation  or  revenues  would 
depend,  of  course,  on  the  occurrence,  timing,  location,  and  extent  of  state - 
proclaimed  "disasters". 

Ch.  158,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess.  (AB  31)  which  becomes  operative  on  the 
date  AC A  8  is  approved  by  the  people  implements  this  proposition  by  allowing 
cities  and  counties  to  provide  by  ordinance  for  reassessment  of  property 
owned  on  the  first  Monday  in  March,  1965*  and  damaged  or  destroyed  prior  to 
December  31>  1965 ,  where  the  damage  is  in  excess  of  $1,000. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  6 


LEGISLATIVE  PROCEDURE 
ACA  90,  Res.  Ch.  201,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  Estimated  increased  cost  of  up  to  five  days  of  session, 

$14,000  to  $55,400. 

This  proposition  amends  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  California 
and  provides  for  the  following  substantive  changes: 

1.  Provides  for  a  30-  to  37-day  recess  following  the  120-day 
calendar  period  of  each  general  session  (odd  years)  of  the  Legislature. 

After  such  recess,  the  Legislature  shall  reconvene  for  a  maximum  period 
of  5  days  for  the  sole  purpose  of  reconsidering  legislation  vetoed  by  the 
Governor.  Final  adjournment  shall  occur  during  this  5 -day  session.  Legis¬ 
lators  will  be  reimbursed  for  travel  to  and  from  this  short  session  at  the 
rate  of  five  cents  per  mile. 

2.  To  accommodate  or  adjust  for  the  30-day  recess,  it  provides 
for  changing  the  effective  date  of  legislation  enacted  during  general 
sessions  from  90  to  60  days  following  final  adjournment  which  will  result 
in  the  effective  dates  of  such  legislation  being  between  1  and  12  days 
later  than  is  now  the  case  as  final  adjournment  will  be  delayed  31  to  42 
days. 

3.  Similarly  as  in  No.  2  above,  the  limiting  or  qualifying  date 
for  referendums  is  changed  from  90  days  to  60  days  following  final  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  a  general  session  of  the  Legislature. 

The  cost  factors  identifiable  with  the  proposition  would  be  the  added 
legislative  costs  of  from  one  to  a  maximum  of  five  days.  A  one-time  mileage 
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cost  of  approximately  $3,700  and  per  diem,  printing  and  housekeeping  costs 
of  approximately  $10,300  per  day  would  indicate  a  cost  range  of  from  $14,000 
to  $55,400. 


PROPOSITION  NO.  7 
COMPENSATION  OF  COUNTY  OFFICERS 
ACA  42,  Res.  Ch.  159,  1965 

State  Cost:  No  state  costs. 

ACA  42  (1965  General  Session)  amends  Sections  5  and  " \  of  Article  XI 
of  the  Constitution  to  provide  (l)  that  each  board  of  supervisors  shall  fix 
the  compensation  paid  to  its  members  subject  to  referendum,  and  (2)  that 
each  board  of  supervisors  shall  regulate  the  compensation  of  all  county 
officers  within  the  county  which  it  serves.  The  Constitution  presently 
provides  in  these  sections  that  the  Legislature  shall  have  power  to  regulate 
the  compensation  of  boards  of  supervisors,  district  attorneys  and  auditors 
and  may  for  such  purpose  classify  counties  by  population. 

This  is  a  simple  transfer  of  the  power  to  regulate  the  compensation 
of  certain  county  officers  from  the  Legislature  to  the  respective  counties 
of  the  state.  There  are  no  state  costs  in  these  amendments  since  the 
salaries  of  the  affected  positions  are  already  paid  by  the  counties.  The 
adoption  of  these  amendments  and  the  placing  of  salary  approval  in  local 
boards  of  supervisors  could  result  in  salary  changes  in  individual  counties 
with  consequent  effects  on  county  spending  schedules. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  8 


TAXATION:  INSURANCE  COMPANIES ;  PRINCIPAL  OFFICE  DEDUCTION 

ACA  1,  Res.  Ch.  1,  1966  2nd  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  No  added  cost;  General  Fund  revenue  increase  of  about  $800,000 
during  1966 -67 . 

Under  existing  constitutional  provisions  both  domestic  and  foreign 
insurance  companies  are  permitted  to  deduct  from  their  state  gross  premiums 
taxes  the  entire  amount  of  real  property  taxes  they  pay  on  their  principal 
offices  in  California,  regardless  of  the  portion  of  such  premises  which 
they  occupy.  Starting  in  1967,  this  amendment  would  limit  the  amount  of 
the  deduction  a  foreign  (out-of-state)  insurance  company  may  deduct  if  it 
does  not  occupy  the  entire  building.  Beginning  in  1970,  a  limit  would 
also  be  imposed  on  domestic  companies  if  they  occupy  only  a  portion  of  a 
new  principal  office  after  January  1,  1970,  unless  construction  started 
prior  to  that  date.  No  limit  would  be  imposed  upon  the  deduction  allowed 
domestic  companies  which  do  not  occupy  a  new  building  after  January  1,  1970. 
The  limitation  of  the  deduction  depends  upon  a  formula  which  is  geared  to 
the  square  footage  of  the  building  and  the  portion  occupied  by  the  insurance 
company. 


PROPOSITION  NO.  9 

VETERANS8  TAX  EXEMPTION  FOR  BLIND  VETERANS 

ACA  hi,  Res.  Ch.  137,  1965 

State  Cost:  None.  A  loss  of  local  assessed  valuation  of  an  unknown  amount. 

This  constitutional  amendment  would  permit  the  Legislature  to  exempt 
from  taxation,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  home  of  a  blind  veteran  who  has 
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sustained  a  permanent  and  total  service -connected  disability  resulting  in 
blindness  in  both  eyes6  Blindness  is  defined  as  visual  acuity  of  5/200  or 
less. 

The  exemption  would  be  limited  to  the  veteran's  home  and  could  not 
exceed  $5,000.  There  is  no  wealth  ceiling  limiting  eligibility. 

This  exemption  would  be  in  lieu  of  the  regular  $1,000  veteran's 
property  tax  exemption. 

If  adopted,  this  exemption  would  apply  retroactively  to  the  1965-66 
tax  year. 

Ch.  1911}  1965>  (AB  1873)  which  becomes  operative  on  the  date  ACA  4l 
is  approved  by  the  people  implements  this  proposition. 

PROPOSITION  NO.  10 

LOAN  OF  PUBLIC  FUNDS.  DISASTER  AREAS 
SCA  8,  Res.  Ch.  219,  1965 

State  Cost;  Possible  substantial  cost  contingent  upon  implementing 
legislation  and  the  frequency  and  severity  of  disasters. 

This  constitutional  amendment  would  permit  the  Legislature  to  appropriate 
funds  for  interest-free  loans  or  to  reimburse  in  whole  or  in  part  the  interest 
cost  on  loans  made  by  others  when  such  loans  are  used  to  finance  the  recon¬ 
struction  of  private  property  which  was  damaged  or  destroyed  in  areas  the 
Governor  has  proclaimed  to  be  in  a  state  of  disaster. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  11 


BOXING  AND  WRESTLING  CONTESTS 
See.  30,  Ch.  125 ?  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Costs  No  direct  state  cost  is  involved. 

As  part  of  a  program  of  general  constitutional  revision,  ACA  13 
(Proposition  1-A)  proposes  deletion  of  a  number  of  matters  from  the  State 
Constitution  and  their  reenactment  in  statutory  form.  Ch.  l6l,  1966, 

1st  Ex.  Sess.,  is  the  vehicle  for  many  of  these  reenactments.  Proposition 
11  ratifies  specifically  Section  30  of  that  act  and  places  into  statute 
the  present  phraseology  of  Section  25.7  of  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution 
with  respect  to  boxing  and  wrestling  eliminating,  however,  the  second 
paragraph  which  now  forbids  the  Legislature  to  prohibit  wrestling  and 
12-round  boxing  contests  in  the  state.  The  effect  of  this  section  is 
to  remove  the  last  restraint  on  legislative  regulation  of  boxing  and 
wrestling  imposed  by  an  initiative  act  in  1924. 

Section  31  of  the  chapter  provides  that  Section  30  is  to  be 
submitted  to  the  voters  for  approval  in  an  election  consolidated  with 
the  November  8,  1966,  General  Election.  Section  30,  however,  is  to  become 
operative  only  if  ACA  13  is  adopted. 

Since  this  proposition  merely  changes  the  location  of  authority 
from  the  Constitution  to  statute,  there  are  no  direct  cost  implications. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  12 


COUNTY  ASSESSMENT  APPEALS  BOARDS 
ACA  10,  Res.  Ch.  125,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  None.  Depending  upon  the  degree  of  county  support  provided, 
substantial,  local  costs  could  be  incurred. 

This  constitutional  amendment  would  authorize  all  counties  to  create, 
at  their  option,  assessment  appeals  boards  (presently  designated  tax  appeals 
boards)  to  act  in  lieu  of  county  boards  of  equalization  in  equalizing  the 
valuation  of  locally  assessed  taxable  property.  The  Constitution  currently 
provides  that  only  counties  having  a  population  in  excess  of  400,000  can 
create  appeals  boards,  and  then  only  upon  specific  authorization  by  the 
Legislature. 

Counties  thus  acting  would  fix  compensation  for  appeals  board  members 
and  provide  staff  and  other  assistance  as  required  to  insure  uniformity  in 
processing  and  rendering  decisions  on  equalization  petitions. 

PROPOSITION  NO.  13 
PROPERTY  TAX  STATEMENT 
ACA  11,  Res.  Ch.  114,  1966  1st  Ex.  Sess. 

State  Cost:  None. 

This  amendment  would  repeal  Section  8  of  Article  XIII  of  the  California 
Constitution  which  provides  that  the  Legislature  shall  require  each  taxpayer 
to  make  an  annual  statement  to  the  county  assessor  on  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  owned  or  controlled  by  him  as  of  12  o’clock  noon  on  the  first  Monday 
in  March. 
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For  many  years  this  section  has  been  only  partially  enforced. 

Business  taxpayers  have  been  required  to  file  annual  statements  on  their 
personal  but  not  real  property.  Some  renters,  mainly  apartment  dwellers, 
have  been  required  to  file  a  partial  statement  on  their  household  furnish¬ 
ings.  Home  owners  generally  have  not  been  required  to  file  their  property 
statements. 

If  this  section  is  repealed,  the  Legislature  will  have  more 
flexibility  to  determine  who  should  file  property  statements,  what  types 
of  property  should  be  covered,  and  what  date  should  be  used  for  ascertaining 
the  property  holdings. 


PROPOSITION  NO.  Ik 
PERSONAL  INCOME  TAXES 
ACA  18,  Res.  Ch.  1*1-6,  1965 

State  Cost;  Although  there  are  significant  fiscal  policy  implications  and 
probabilities  of  changes  in  the  tax  system,  there  are  no 
direct  costs  involved. 

This  constitutional  amendment  authorizes  the  Legislature  to  impose 
the  California  personal  income  tax  by  reference  to  the  federal  income  tax 
as  it  currently  exists  and  as  it  shall  exist  in  the  future.  The  reference 
may  be  either  to  some  part  of  the  tax  base  or  to  the  amount  of  federal  tax 
liability.  The  Legislature  also  could  prescribe  exceptions  or  modifications 
to  the  reference  definition. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Legislature  would  be  free  to  incorporate  any  provision 

of  the  federal  income  tax  law  and  attach  exceptions  or  modifications  as  it 

wishes,  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  of  this  amendment  cannot  be  forecast. 

The  stated  intent  of  the  amendment  is  to  simplify  the  reporting  and  collection 
of  the  California  personal  income  tax. 
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PROPOSITION  NO.  15 


ELIGIBILITY  TO  VOTE 
ACA  28,  Res.  Ch.  163,  1965 


State  Cost:  None. 

ACA  28,  1965  General  Session,  proposes  to  allow  any  person  50  years 
or  older  on  June  27,  1952,  and  a  resident  of  the  United  States  for  periods 
totaling  at  least  20  years  to  vote  even  though  the  person  does  not  meet 
the  educational  requirements  otherwise  imposed  by  the  Constitution  as  a 
partial  basis  for  eligibility  to  vote,  i.e.,  ability  to  read  the  Constitution 
in  the  English  language  and  to  write  his  or  her  name. 

Additional  persons  made  eligible  to  vote  under  this  proposition 
would  be  6k  or  more  years  of  age  at  present.  There  would  be  no  additional 
state  cost  although  there  would  probably  be  some  additional  local  costs  as 
a  result  of  verifying  eligibility  under  the  new  provision. 

PROPOSITION  NO.  16 
OBSCENITY 

Initiative  Measure 

State  Cost;  No  direct  cost  implications  for  the  state.  Possible  increased 
activity  in  local  law  enforcement. 

Proposition  16,  the  proposed  ’’CLEAN"  (California  League  to  Enlist 
Action  Now)  initiative  measure  to  be  submitted  to  the  electors  at  the  November  8, 
1966,  statewide  general  election  is  an  act  to  amend  four  sections  of,  and  to  add 
seven  sections  to  the  Penal  Code  relating  to  the  definition  of  obscenity  and 
confiscation  of  obscene  material  respectively  and  the  prosecution  and  punish- 

ment  of  persons  distributing  obscene  matter. 
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Proposition  16  expands  the  definition  of  obscene  matter.  Existing  law 
states  that  matter  is  "obscene”  when  it  meets  the  following  two  requirements: 

(1)  when  its  dominant  appeal  "taken  as  a  whole",  is  to  prurient  interest  and 

(2)  when  it  is  "utterly  without  redeeming  social  importance".  The  act  makes 
a  major  departure  from  existing  law  by  eliminating  the  second  part  of  the 
definition  and  substituting  a  provision  which  accounts  for  the  susceptibility 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  matter  is  distributed.  Thus,  matter  which  would 
not  be  obscene  to  an  adult  could  be  considered  obscene  if  available  to  minors 
(under  l8).  The  definition  of  the  word  "knowingly"  is  also  expanded  to 
include  constructive  as  well  as  actual  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  subject 
matter . 

The  measure  increases  the  number  of  persons  to  whom  obscenity  statutes 
do  not  apply  by  including  law  enforcement  officials  or  any  other  persons  if 
they  can  demonstrate  that  their  possession  or  distribution  of  obscene  matter 
is  not  related  to  its  appeal  to  prurient  interest. 

Proposition  16,  in  addition  to  making  the  above  amendments  to  the 
Penal  Code,  also  adds  seven  new  sections  dealing  with  the  function  of  the 
jury  in  obscenity  prosecutions,  seizure  of  obscene  material,  civil  actions 
against  prosecuting  attorneys,  and  several  other  matters. 

Section  5  of  the  measure  adds  Section  3H»10  to  the  Penal  Code  stating 
that  the  "jury  is  the  exclusive  judge  of  what  the  common  conscience  of  the 
community  is,  and  in  determining  that  conscience  the  jury  must  consider  the 
community  as  a  whole,  young  and  old,  educated  and  uneducated,  the  irreligious 
and  the  religious,  men,  women  and  children."  The  jury  shall  judge  all, 
obscenity  prosecutions  unless  jury  trial  is  waived  by  the  prosecuting  attorney, 
the  defense  attorney,  and  the  judge.  No  judge  may  dismiss  any  obscenity 


-20- 


_ 

ext  o»  Ia  «i  6i<*£l55£^lP  rra&fcifl  16  ’'<T  «  .  *t*  / 


proceeding  "if  reasonable  men  could  differ  as  to  whether  the  material  is 
obscene;”  nor  may  he  set  aside  a  verdict  "if  an  examination  of  the  evidence 
indicates  the  verdict  is  supported  by  sufficient  evidence.” 

Section  311*12  is  added  to  state  that  any  law  enforcement  officer 
may  seize  "obscene"  matter  at  the  same  time  that  he  arrests  anyone  for 
distribution  of  such  matter.  The  seized  matter  may  be  returned  only  after 
a  hearing  has  been  held  as  a  result  of  a  motion  for  restoration  of  the  matter 
in  which  the  court  has  determined  that  there  is  not  "probable  cause"  that 
the  matter  is  obscene. 

Section  311. ll  is  added  to  the  Penal  Code  to  state  that  the  Attorney 
General  shall  have  no  power  to  control  the  prosecuting  attorneys  of  the 
state  in  regard  to  their  prosecution  of  obscenity  cases. 

Section  311*15  is  added  to  the  Penal  Code  to  state  that  the  act 
"shall  be  liberally  construed  by  the  courts  of  this  state  so  as  to  repress 
and  prohibit  the  obscene  matter  and  conduct  proscribed  herein." 

Section  311*16  is  added  to  the  Penal  Code  allowing  civil  action  to 
be  instituted  against  a  prosecuting  attorney  who  refuses  to  prosecute  an 
obscenity  case  demanding  that  he  "perform  all  the  duties  imposed  by  this 
chapter."  If  he  still  refuses  to  conduct  the  prosecution,  "he  shall  be 
subject  to  removal  from  office  according  to  law." 

The  salient  features  of  Proposition  16  and  the  changes  in  existing 
law  relative  to  obscenity  provisions  are  as  follows: 

a.  One  of  the  tests  for  obscenity  is  eliminated  from  the  Penal 
Code  and  another  is  substituted.  Under  existing  law,  matter 
is  obscene  only  if  "the  predominant  appeal  of  the  matter,  taken 
as  a  whole,  is  to  prurient  interest.  .  .and.  is  matter  which  is 
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utterly  without  redeeming  social  importance."  The  latter  test 
is  deleted  under  the  act.  Inasmuch  as  the  "redeeming  social 
importance"  test  has  historically  been  a  restriction  on  the 
definition  of  obscenity,  it  is  likely  that  far  more  material 
could  be  considered  obscene  under  this  act  than  under  existing 
lav. 

b.  The  importance  of  the  jury  is  increased.  Under  existing  law, 
many  obscenity  cases  are  tried  before  the  judge  at  the  request 
of  the  defense  attorney.  This  is  changed  to  require  jury  trials 
unless  waived  by  both  attorneys  and  the  judge.  In  addition,  the 
measure  makes  it  more  difficult  for  the  judge  to  either  dismiss 
an  obscenity  proceeding  on  the  grounds  that  the  matter  is  not 
obscene  or  to  set  aside  a  verdict. 

c.  The  seizure  of  "obscene"  matter  is  reauthorized.  Between  1872 
and  1961  a  peace  officer  was  allowed  to  seize  obscene  matter  and 
deliver  it  to  the  local  magistrate.  The  proposed  act  reinstates 
this  provision  in  not  significantly  different  language. 

d.  Any  citizen  may  bring  a  civil  action  against  any  prosecuting 
attorney  who  fails  to  prosecute  any  person  who  the  citizen  believes 
"knowingly  has  committed  or  is  committing  any  of  the  acts  proscribed 
by  this  chapter."  If  the  attorney  still  refuses  to  prosecute  the 
individual,  "he  shall  he  subject  to  removal  from  office  according 

to  law."  This  is  a  major  precedent  inasmuch  as  it  limits  what  is 
otherwise  the  discretion  of  the  district  attorney  to  prosecute 
or  not  to  prosecute  cases  under  the  obscenity  laws. 
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Concerning  any  financial  effects  of  this  act,  the  only  likely  impact 
would  be  in  increased  law  enforcement  and  judicial  activities.  The  act 
greatly  increases  the  authority  and  the  obligation  of  law  enforcement  officials 
to  create  readily  applicable  policies  on  obscenity  not  currently  legal  under 
existing  acts  nor  statutes.  Consequently,  there  may  be  an  increase  in  these 
activities  resulting  in  additional  costs.  This  would  depend,  of  course,  on 
the  amount  of  the  police  activity.  However,  it  is  doubtful  that  the  state 
would  have  to  bear  any  of  the  law  enforcement  costs  inasmuch  as  these 
responsibilities  are  primarily  borne  by  local  government.  State  cost  would 
be  involved  in  connection  with  any  judicial  determinations.  The  magnitude 
of  these  costs  is  not  presently  possible  to  calculate. 
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